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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 22-24, 26, and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522). 

Regarding claims 1,13, and 20, Zaenene teaches methods for providing a 
computer user with an accessible electronic dictionary system, the method comprising: 

a) . 'receiving a data request action for a word appearing in an electronic 
document as a typical word processing program, the user can select a word by 
highlighting the work or placing a cursor on the work, and access a thesaurus or a 
dictionary (col. 2, lines 49-52); 

b) . 'accessing information regarding context of the word derived from within 
the electronic document in which the word appears' as analyzing the selected word in 
the context of neighboring and surrounding words to resolve ambiguities (col. 2, lines 
35-43); 

c) . 'accessing a definition of the word' as an on-line reference work such as a 
dictionary or thesaurus (col. 2, lines 47-49; 54-57); 
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d) . 'storing the definition of the word' as number of definitions of the selected 
word (col. 2, lines 54-57) 'along with the context information for the word 1 as a set of 
possible contexts of the selected word and the context of neighboring and surrounding 
words (col. 8, lines 10-13 and col. 1, lines 40-41; and 

e) . 'enabling access by the computer user to the definition and the context 
information' as an electronic dictionary in connection with a body of electronically 
encoded text (col. 1 , lines 8-1 1 and col. 2, lines 42-57). 

Regarding claims 2 and 14, Zaenene further teaches wherein 'the context 
information includes at least one word that is positioned adjacent to the word within the 
electronic document from which the context information was retrieved' as the context of 
neighboring and surrounding words (col. 1, lies 40-43). 

Regarding claims 3 and 22, Zaenene further teaches 'enabling access to a 
definition and context information for one or more other words that are related to the 
word when enabling access to the definition and context information for the word' as the 
context of neighboring and surrounding words (col. 1, lines 40-43 and col. 2, lines 54- 
57). 

Regarding claims 4 and 23, Zaenene further teaches 'enabling access to the 
definition and the context information for the word includes displaying context 
information from more than one electronic document in which the word has appeared' 
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(col. 1, lines 40-43 and col. 2, lines 54-57). Although Zaenene does not explicitly teach 
that the context information is from more than one electronic document, it should be 
understood that since the electronic dictionary in the prior art is connected with the word 
processing system that is accessible to many users, the context information in the 
dictionary is most likely derived from electronic documents of various users. 

Regarding claims 5 and 26, Zaenene further teaches 'determining a selectable 
level of detail for the definition to be retrieved' as allowing user to request a particular 
level of additional information. The smallest amount of additional information would be 
an additional sense of the same citation form and the greatest amount of additional 
information would be all the information relating to all citation forms of the selected word 
(col. 9, lines 14-22). 

Regarding claim 24, Zaenene further teaches wherein 'enabling the display of 
the context information includes enabling the display of at least one word that is 
positioned adjacent to the word within the different electronic document in which the 
context information was derived' as the context of neighboring and surrounding words 
(col. 1, lines 35-42). 

Regarding claims 29 and 31 , Zaenene further teaches wherein 'accessing 
includes retrieving a portion of the definition and the context information for the word 
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from storage' as an on-line reference work such as a dictionary or thesaurus (col. 2, 
lines 54-57 and col. 1 , lines 40-43). 

Regarding claim 30, Zaenene further teaches wherein 'retrieving includes 
retrieving multiple words and corresponding contexts from storage' as multi-word 
combination containing the selected word are found (col. 3, lines 59-65). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 11, 12, 15, 19, 21, 25, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522) as applied to 
claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 22-24, 26, and 29-31 above and in view of Nielsen (U.S. Patent 
5,970,492). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Zaenene does not explicitly teach the definition and the 
context information for the word is stored in a manner designed to enable mobile 
access. 

Neilsen, however, teaches the definition and the context information for the word 
is stored in a manner designed to enable mobile access (col. 2, lines 35-39). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene's to share a common customized dictionary 
based on a wide range of network such as an Internet in order to improve the 
accessibility to the dictionary as indicated in col. 3, lines 24-28. 

Regarding claim 12, Zaenene does not explicitly teach wherein the definition and 
the context information are stored in a manner to enable future use by a computer user 
other than the computer user responsible for generating the data request action. 

Neilsen, however, teaches the definition and the context information are stored 
in a manner to enable future use by a computer user other than the computer user 
responsible for generating the data request action (col. 2, lines 35-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene's to share a common customized dictionary 
as this would facilitate the staff to perform their work in effective an efficient manner. 

Regarding claims 15 and 25, Zaenene does not explicitly teach wherein the 
electronic dictionary includes definitions and related context information for more than 
one word identified by a single user. 

Neilsen, however, teaches wherein the electronic dictionary includes definitions 
and related context information for more than one word identified by a single user. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene's to develop a personal customized dictionary 
for storing special words tailored to the user's profession. 

Regarding claim 19, Zaenene does not explicitly teach wherein the electronic 
dictionary includes definitions and related context of information for at least one word 
identified by each of more than one related identity. 

Neilsen, however, teaches wherein the electronic dictionary includes definitions 
and related context of information for at least one word identified by each of more than 
one related identity (col. 4, lines 20-42 and col. 1 1 , lines 64-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene's the ability to add new definitions and related 
context information to the customized dictionary based on the target community. 

Regarding claim 21, Zaenene does not explicitly teach wherein the different 
electronic document from which the context information was derived was previously 
viewed by a party submitting the data request action. 

Neilsen, however, teaches wherein the different electronic document from which 
the context information was derived was previously viewed by a party submitting the 
data request action (col. 6, lines 37-51). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene's to ascertain the relevancy of the context 
information prior to submitting the data request action. 

Regarding claim 32, Zaenene does not explicitly teach wherein accessing the 
context information includes accessing the context information from a device that is 
distinct from a device generating the data request action. 

Neilsen, however, teaches wherein 'accessing the context information includes 
accessing the context information from a device that is distinct from a device generating 
the data request action 1 as accessing the context information from the vendor 
computers and generating the data request action from the client computers. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene's to limit access to the context information to 
only authorized individuals. 

5. Claims 6-10, 16-18, and 27-28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522) as applied to 
claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 22-24, 26, and 29-31 above and in view of Craddock et al. 
("Craddock") (U.S. Patent 6,351 ,771 B1 ) and Nielsen (U.S. Patent 5,970,492) 
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Regarding claims 6, 7, and 27, Zaenene does not explicitly teach the steps: 

a) . identifying a target community appropriate for the computer user inputting 
the data request action; and 

b) . selecting the definition to be stored for the word from among more than 
one available definition based on the target community identified. 

a) . Craddock, however, teaches Identifying a target community appropriate 
for the computer user inputting the data request action' as IP address and/or user ID 
(col. 5, lines 11-15). 

b) . Zaenene and Craddock do not explicitly teach step selecting the 
definition to be stored for the word from among more than one available definition based 
on the target community identified. 

Nielsen, however, teaches 'selecting the definition to be stored for the word from 
among more than one available definition' as requested by users for addition to the 
database of approved words (col. 4, lines 20-42). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Nielsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene and Craddock's to direct their requests store 
the definitions to the appropriate community. 

Regarding claims 8 and 17, Zaenene and Craddock do not clearly teach 
determining the identification information based on an Internet Protocol address of the 
computer user. 
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Neilsen, however, teaches determining the identification information based on an 
Internet Protocol address of the computer user (col. 5, lines 11-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Nielsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene and Craddock's to find out user's identity in 
order to develop the user profile based on individuals characteristics and preferences. 

Regarding claims 9, 16, and 18 t Zaenene and Neilsen do not clearly teach 
determining the identification information based on a screen name of the computer user. 

Craddock, however, teaches 'determining the identification information based on 
a screen name of the computer user' as a user ID (col. 5, lines 11-1 3). 

Regarding claim 10, Zaenene and Neilsen do not clearly determining the 
identification information based on a user profile of the computer user. 

Craddock, however, teaches 'determining the identification information based on 
a user profile of the computer user' as a record which contains user subscribes 
services, user preferences for various possible client devices employed by that user and 
any other preferences of the user as well as billing information for the user (col. 5, lines 
24-32). 
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Regarding claim 28, Zaenene further teaches wherein 'selecting among the 
definitions includes selecting based on a relationship between the target community 
identified and the context information' (col. 3, line 42 - col. 4, line 8). 



Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Sheppard, II (U.S. Patent 5,820,386) teaches interactive educational apparatus 
and method. 

Change et al. (U.S Patent 6,091 ,415) teaches system and method for displaying 
multiple dialog boxes in a window display. 

Chijiwa et al. (U.S. Patent 6,085,204) teaches electronic dictionary and 
information display method, incorporating rotating highlight styles. 

Shaw et al. (U.S. Patent 6,151,598) teaches digital dictionary with a 
communication system for the creating, updating, editing, storing, maintaining, 
referencing, and managing the digital dictionary. 

Narayan (U.S. Patent 5,418,957) teaches network data dictionary. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leslie Wong whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3018. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30am - 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E Breene can be reached on (703) 305-9790. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 




Leslie Wong 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2177 
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24 January 2004 




